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PREFACE.

AT a time when the Hebrew Scriptures are un-
dergoing ‘historical’> analysis, when what are called
‘traditional’ views concerning them are upon their
trial, when also the subject of a revised translation
~ of the Bible for general use affords anxiety to many,

and when the books of the Apocrypha, kept in the
background for very many years, will shortly regain
some prominence—a sketch of Old Testament studies
~ may be of help to such Christian readers as shall wish
to acquire a general knowledge of these matters, of
the literary history of the ‘oracles of God, and of the
claim, if such there 'be, of other writings to like
reverence. If also this embrace hints for the study
of the sacred language, it may be of service to not a
few who would, like Luther, prize a little knowledge
of Hebrew. . - '

Modern enlightenment has to a large extent taken
these studies out of the exclusive control of professional
theologians on the one hand, and of professional critics
on the other; so that the general reader, whatever be
his walk in life, need no longer feel that he is altogether
dependent upon either.



iv PREFACE,

Specialists there must be, for advance of knowledge,
in this as in other departments of research; whilst
with the majority of readers, to which class I myself
belong, Biblical criticism can only be a wdpepyor, and
yet the subject is of importance, because we need to
understand, even when we cannot solve, problems which
engross the learned world — ecclesiastical theories as
they affect the authority of Seripture, and the ¢ higher
criticism’ of which we hear so much.

While the reader must expect to find lack of sym-
pathy on my part not only with much of the current
ecclesiastical treatment of the Old Testament, but also
with the common neologian idea that the Bible is to
be interpreted after the same method as a Greek or
Latin classic, let it not be supposed that this will in
any wise hinder an endeavour to produce appreciation
of sound learning or just sentiment wherever it is to
be found. Use then will be freely made by way of
quotation of the results of others whenever it is be-
lieved they will assist a search for the truth in these
questions ; and, on the other hand, the reader shall
usually be supplied with the words of any writer
whose views are combated, or at least with a refer-
ence to the Work in which they would be found.
A few representative writers of all schools will engage
our attention. :

. While acknowledging my ‘indebtedness to the
labours of the late J. N. Darby, whose praise indeed

> 3



PREFACE. . v

is not of men, I would not lose sight of the great
lesson of his life, more engraved upon one’s mind
than all others,—the example he set of reading the
Scriptures ‘without note or comment.’ It may be
that the following pages will encourage some in an
effort so to read the Old Testament, and in the
language in which it was written.

Iam under happy obligations to friends for their
advice in respect of topics for the present sketch.

E. E. W.
Oxrorp, March 1883.
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INTRODUCTION.

To engage in the critical study of the Old Testa-
ment, we will invite the reader to start from the same Smith's__
point as Professor Robertson Smith, with a conviction o, B,bhcal
that ‘in the Bible God and man meet together . &'g;‘f)‘s’;‘p
assured that the Bible does speak to the heart of man 18 saa.
in words that can only come from God, that no his-
torical research can deprive him of this conviction.’
Again, as Mr. Smith says, ‘if the Bible sets forth the
personal converse of God and man, it is absolutely
essential to look at the human side . . . To try to
suppress the human side of the Bible in the interests
of the purity of the Divine Word, is as great a folly
as to think that a father's talk with his child can be
best reported by leaving out everything which the
child said, thought and felt.” All this is true; but it
remains to be seen what is the ‘human side’ of Serip-
ture, of which solely in general neologian critics allow
any bond fide recognitionl. The lines along which
the Professor and the present writer travel soon
diverge.

We must not be surprised if a professional scholar
like Mr. Smith says, ¢ The whole business of scholarly
exegesis lies with this human side’; but we feel how

1 Cf. J. N. Darby’s ¢ Inspiration and Revelation,’ in ¢ Bible Witness
and Review,’ iii. p. 6o. How unworthy is Mr. Smith’s view of God,
when he comes to details, has been shown by another in the same volume
(PP- 446 899.)-

B
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2 INTRODUCTION.

solemn a thing it is to undertake an investigation of
what is the divine and what the human element in
Scripture, to point out where each begins and where
it ends. Not only have we here to do with holy men
(2 Peter i. 21) as writers, nor yet merely with inspired
writings (2 Tim. iii. 16), but we are concerned also
with ‘holy letters’ (2 Tim. iii. 15). ‘Jehovah’s words
are pure words’ (Ps. xii. 6). We care not if eritics
slight words of & Psalm as the language of poetry,
which some either extol or lower as suits their pur-
pose. Although leaving room for the whole work of
textual criticism, which may restore a reading or
amend a text that has suffered from the hand of
man, we dare not forget that the materials which lie
before us have that character which any ‘child’ (2 Tim.),
unspoilt by a pretentious education, understands by
‘sacred” Does not then Biblical criticism demand
for its pursuit a reverence greater than we feel it
necessary to accord to any however elevated yet
merely human composition? Must not methods of
analysis be employed in this study which are peculiar
toit? We need not disdain the help of such methods
as are applicable to ancient books in general, but is
that always adequate? Different as will our study
of the Old Testament in result be found from that of
Professor Robertson Smith, the desire of the present
writer nevertheless is to promote a systematic study
of the earlier portion of the Bible; not by such ‘safe
and edifying exegesis’ as Mr. Smith conceives his
opponents alone will tolerate, but by what is techni-
cally called criticism, by gathering into small com-
pass the subjects deemed of most importance amongst
Hebrew scholars.
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In studying Old Testament criticism, we must
direct our. attention to the names by which the Jew-
ish Scriptures have at different times been known;
to the language in which they were composed ; to the
sources from which our printed copies have been de-
rived; and to the materials used by translators in
arriving at the meaning as well as the wording of
the Text. The elements, in fact, out of which grew
the Old Testament of our common English Bible will
be our subject; and so a considerable portion of what
German writers of ¢ Einleitungen’ call ¢ General Intro-
duction,” particularly that which possesses an interest
for English readers.

It will be necessary to inquire with some detml
into the canonical character of the Old Testament
writings. Many questions interesting in themselves,
yet of a speculative character, will be discarded, such
as the Chronology of the Old Testament ; neither will
Geography, Natural History, Hebrew Antiquities,
general manners and customs, Ancient History, hiero-
glyphics or cuneiform inscriptions illustrative of the
Old Testament Scriptures, come here into account.
Upon all such subjects there are indeed well-known
works, easy of access, and the consideration of any of
these branches of Biblical study would in no wise
further our present objeet. And so, in general, with
questions of interpretation. Of divine names the writer
could only reproduce the teaching of J. N. Darby
in his apologetic writings, and in particular what
would be found in the ‘Irrationalism of Infidelity.’
Little will be said of New Testament citation, which
connects the two great divisions of the Bible, it being
better to give hints for the examination of quoted

B 2



4 INTRODUCTION.

passages than to state any theory; then readers can
work out this part of the subject for themselves, if
they will observe and consider the bearing of facts
which the Text itself always yields to an attentive
perusal.

- We shall not take up the criticism of the separatc
Books, as for instance, to consider the titles of the
Psalms ; or the larger question of historical sequence
as affecting interpretation: this would be to enter
upon ‘Special Introduction’” We would here, once
for all, indicate that, to employ the language of
Schaff’s Encyclopeedia (Art. ¢ Biblical Theology’), our
study will be based upon ‘the necessarily close con-
nection between the two Testaments,’ and will ‘re-
pudiate a biblical theology that makes too much
account of historical sequence: in other words, that
refuses to see thie Old Testament in the New, and the
New in the Old.’ Questions affecting the New Testa-
ment in particular will not be treated of otherwise
than incidentally.



CHAPTER L

OF THE ‘BIBLE,’ AND THE ‘OLD TESTAMENT IN
PARTICULAR.

§ 1. Designations of Old Testament Scripture.

THE first question that presents itself in this inquiry
is, the usual name of the collective revelation of God
of which the Old Testament does but form a part.
The common designation of the whole of sacred Scrip-
ture is ‘ The Bible,’ a name derived from ecclesiastical
Latin, and meaning ‘The Book.’ Plumptre says,
‘Medieval Latin mistook the neuter plural [Biblia]
for a feminine singular, which appears to have been
first used in the thirteenth century. The first portion
of this, with which we are now concerned, regularly
called ‘The Old Testament, we find in the interval
between the close of the Hebrew Canon and the Birth
of Christ described by ¢ The Law, and the Prophets,
and the rest of the Books’ (Prologue to Ecclesiasticus
or Book of Jesus son of Sirach).

In the inspired Gospels and Epistles of the New
Testament it is spoken of as follows :—

1. ‘The Secriptures’ (Matt. xxii. 29). The singular
is applied only to single passages: cf. 2 Pet. i 20.
Observe that the embodiment in writing of the Word
of God is alluded to by this name. We moderns use it
in a printed form, and are apt to forget the origin
of a title so familiar to us. ,
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2. ‘The Law, the Prophets, and the Psalms’(Luke
xxXiv. 44).
3. .“Holy Scriptures’ (Rom. 1. 2).
4. “Sacred Letters’ (2 Tim. iii. 15).
In the early Church of the East we meet with it
under the names of—
‘The Old Covenant’ (cf. 2 Cor. iii. 4).
‘Books of the Old Covenant.’ i
¢ Ancient Scripture.’
¢ The Old Testament (or Instrument).’

§ 2. Of what the Old Testament consists.

The Old Testament is the collection of books, written
almost entirely in Hebrew, which have come down to
us from the ancient Jews and the first Christians,
stamped with Jewish reception and New Testament
citation. Hebrew, by us the most cherished of what
since the time of Eichhorn has been called the Semitic
family of languages, may be called the mother-tongue
of the Israelites, which they derived from the Patriarchs.
Abram, if we may judge by comparative philology
combined with the words of a Prophet, would seem
when he entered the land to have adopted the ‘lan-
guage of Canaan’ (Isa. xix.18),which would thus become
the Hebrew language. He would have the less diffi-
culty in doing so if, as seems probable, it were a
Semitic dialect. There is no indication of Abram’s
having' employed an interpreter in Canaan, as his
descendants at a later period were obliged to do in
Egypt (Gen. xlii. 23). Renan gives as examples of
Canaanite names of men or towns, being pure He-
brew, Abimelech, Adoni-bezek, Kirjath-sepher, Kirjath-
jearim. Munk includes Melchisedek in his list. The
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Hebrews do not seem even to have translated names,
but sometimes changed them: see Numb. xxxii. 38.
Such oft-recurring words as God in the form EI, of
Baal, king, priest, sacrifice, pillar, are Canaanitish or
Pheenician. The usual language of Laban, possibly
akin to the mother-tongue of Abram himself, who was
however a native of Babylonia, was not Hebrew, but
Aramaic. This appears from Gen. xxxi. 47. Renan Renan,
makes Hebrew the language also of the old stock, but g jasues
only by treating this passage as unhistorical. The ;‘f‘i‘g s,
¢Chaldee, which has come down to us as the original ed.).
Text of Ezra iv. 8 to vi. 18, and vii. 12-26, Daniel ii. 4
to vil. 28, and Jeremiah x. 11, by mistake called
‘Syriac’ in the A.V. of Dan. ii. 4, was the language
the Jews of the Captivity brought with them from
Babylon; it is another of the Aramaic dialects, and
must not be confounded with the language of the
Chaldeans spoken of in Dan. i. 4. This Chaldee seems
to have been a principal ingredient in the vernacular
of Palestine in the time of our Lord, though in the
New Testament called ‘The Hebrew dialect, because
spoken by Hebrew, as distinct from Hellenist or
Greek-speaking Jews. The ‘holy nation,” then, began
and, in a sense, ended with a language not that
of the long period during which it rightly took its
place before the rest of the nations as the people of
God. We shall resume the consideration of the history
of the Hebrew language in a separate chapter.

The number of the Old Testament Books, which, we
may here say, conduct us over a period of 1200 years
at the least, is given by Josephus!—representing Pales-

! His works may be consulted in the useful translation by Whiston,
a8 published in a cheap form by Messrs. Routledge. The reader may
here refer to p. 681 of that edition (Against Apion).
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tinian ideas —as twenty-two, being the number of
letters in the Hebrew alphabet; by the Talmud—re-
presenting rather the opinions of Babylonian Jews—
as twenty-four: cf. amongst others, Leeser’s Transla-
tion (Jewish) of the Old Testament. Some in-
formation will be given afterwards as to the old
Jewish authorities. In the number twenty-four, Ruth
and Lamentations were reckoned as separate Books.
The Christian ‘ Fathers’ that give lists of the Books
generally reckon twenty-two. The number thirty-
nine in the English Bible is due to the obvious fact
that the Books of Ruth, 2 Samuel, 2 Kings, 2 Chro-
nicles, Nehemiah, Lamentations, and each of the Minor
Prophets are counted separately.

§ 3. The Division and Order of the Old Testament
Books.

The order in which the Books appear in modern
Bibles is based upon that of the Septuagint as far as
the Canticles; but the arrangement of the Prophets—
Daniel with Lamentations excepted—is that of the
common Hebrew Bible.

Luke xxiv. 44 supplies a classification of the Books
acknowledged by our Lord. The ‘Law’ (in Hebrew,
Torah) has long by Christians been called the Pen-
tateuch, or five-fold book, a title borrowed from
Greek. The later Jews called each Book Chumash,
Fifth Part, and the whole five, Chumshin.

The ¢ Prophets’ (Heb. Nebiim) were divided by the
Jews into the ‘earlier’ and ‘latter’; the earlier com-
prising Joshua, Judges, and the Books of Samuel and
Kings, now together generally called the ¢ Historical
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Books,” to which, it may be, reference is made in

Zech. vii. 7, 12 (see the Heb.); and the latter, Isaiah

to Malachi, omitting Lamentations and Daniel. Of

‘the latter’ Prophets, Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel

were called  the greater ;” and the order observed in

our Hebrew Bibles of the Books bearing their names

is that of the Spanish Hebrew MSS. The Talmudic

or old Rabbinical arrangement places Jeremiah first.

The other Prophets are called ¢ minor.’

"~ All the rest of the Books, except Daniel, are sup- g)'rjhe
posed to have constituted the ‘Psalms’ in this classifi- gragha, or
cation. It is thought that the Lord, according to & gty
Jewish custom, referred to a series of Books by naming «ar’ &oxi».
only the first of such series, which would at the same

time explain Matt. xvi. 14, xxvii. 9: see ‘Irrationalism ‘Irrational-
of Infidelity®’ The ancient Hebrew hymnal, ‘the Book e "
of Psalms’ (Acts i. 20), in the modern Hebrew Bible P- 322-
does come, as in the German MSS., at the head of the
‘Hagiographa,” the name by which these Books, to-

gether with Daniel, are generally known amongst

critics. Mr.Smith, in objecting to this view, cannot deny Smith’s
that the ‘Psalms’ may here at least be taken as repre- Iliefé‘; VL
senting the class of Books to which they belong. The
division of the Psalms into five Books, respectively

ending at Psalms xli, Ixxii, Ixxxix, evi, cl, is of Jewish
authority?. The Miscellaneous Books are by the Jews
designated Chetubim, or Writings®; and Hagiographa,

which is taken from Patristic Greek, means sacred
writings. Of these again, Ruth, Canticles, Lamenta-

! Cf. Frst, ‘Canon des Alten Testaments,’ p. 55.

? Ibid. pp. 64, 67, 68 note,

3 Ibid. p. 54: ‘Very often in the Talmud and Midrash.’ In what -
is called the Palestinian Talmud, they together bear the name of
* Wisdom’: ibid.
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tions, Esther and Ecclesiastes are called Megilloth,

" Rolls (cf. Hebrew of Ps. x1. 3; Jer. xxxvi. 14).

(d) Book of

jel in

particular.

‘ Synopsis
of the
Books of
the Bible,

Different reasons are assigned for the Talmudic
Jews having placed the Book of Daniel amongst the
Hagiographa. A Jewish explanation is that the Book
begins in a different way from other prophetical
Books, which is quite true: compare J. N. Darby’s
‘Synopsis of the Books of the Bible.” But of the

vol.ii. p. 32 essentm.lly prophetical character of the Book, Matt.

(3rd ed.).

xxiv. 15 should satisfy every Christian, even of the

Rjoutledxes Arnold school; the testimony of J. osephus (Ant. x. 11)

p- 253.
Ib. p. 261.

‘ Synopsis,’

vol. ii.
P-359-

every Jew. This Jewish annalist is indeed explicit as
to the doctrine that the succession of prophets ceased
with the reign of Artaxerxes, or roughly, 450 years
B.C.; hence, if the Book of Daniel had been composed
in the Maccabean period, as neologians contend, it is
certain that the Palestinian Jews would have assigned
it no place at all in the Canon; but this will be better
understood when we unfold that part of our subject.

The chronological order of the Books must be
ascertained, if desirable or possible, from the Books
themselves. Sometimes an incidental expression re-
veals the period to which the Book belongs: e.g. in
Josh. xi. 21. As to the order of the separate prophe-
cies of Jeremiah in particular, the reader should ob-
gerve the different arrangement of chap. xv. 15, i. 64,
found in the Septuagint from that in which they are
presented in the Hebrew, and should read the remarks
of Mr. Darby in his ‘Synopsis’ (Jerem.)!. Transposi-
tions are also observable in the LXX of Proverbs.

1 Cf. the comment in ‘Bible Witness,’ iii. p. 4328, on Professor

Smith’s preference for the recension of the LXX : * We suppose he did
not tell his hearers that xxxiii. 14-26 must then be struck out of



THE ‘OLD TESTAMENT.’ 11

- Occasionally the reader may think he deteets in
the Hebrew a transposition of a passage from one part
of a Book to another: spiritual consideration in such
cases will decide for a simple acquiescence in what
we have received.

§ 4. The Titles of the several Books.

The titles of the Mosaic Books in the English
Bible are taken from the Septuagint. For ¢‘Exodus’
in particular, cf. the Greek of Luke ix. 31. The Hebrew
headings are respectively :—

‘Beginning.’
‘These are the names.”
‘And [he] called 1’
‘In the wilderness.’
~ ‘These are the words %’

We find them already in Jerome’s day (Prolegue to
2 Kings). But it is clear that they could not be
original titles, and that they result from the disinte-
gration to which the Torah was subjected by those
coneerned in the translation called the Septuagint.
The convenience thus afforded to interpretation is
very apparent.

The rest of the titles for the most part follow the
Hebrew. In the respective headings adopted by our
translators of 1 and 2 Samuel, the additions ‘other-
wise called, The First Booke of the Kings’ and ‘other-

their Bibles, for it is wanting in the LXX, and is said to have been
supplied by Origen.’

! In the Jewish ¢ Mishna’ Leviticus is spoken of as the ‘ Law of the
Priests,’ Torath Kokannim.

? The Mishna also calls Deuteronomy Copy or Duplicate of the Law,
Mishneh Hattorah (cf. Deuteronomy xvii. 18).
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wise called, The Second Booke, &e., and of 1 and 2
Kings, ‘commonly called, The Third Booke of the
Kings’ and ‘commonly called, The Fourth Booke,’ &c.,
are dictated by the Greek titles!. The Books of Chron-
icles were so called first by Jerome2 ‘Journals’ would
best represent the Hebrew designation. The Greek titles
mean Supplements. ‘Ecclesiastes’ is from the Greek.

A discussion of the authorship of the several Books
not marked by names would lead us into too wide
a field, affording scope for conjecture, which it is
desirable to avoid. Again, the consideration of the
materials employed by the several writers, as of ¢his-
torical’ Books in particular, would raise questions
possessing an importance too great to admit of any
adequate outline being given of them. The reader is
referred to Mr. Darby’s critical writings in general for
help upon the ‘document-hypothesis’, as it is called,
of which rationalistic writers are full.

! Fiirst says, ‘ The Talmudic Canon knew nothing of four Books of
the Kings’ (p. 13). These Books would seem to have been originally
one (p. 14).

? In the Vulgate the titles of the Septuagint are retained for these
two Books, also originally one, with the Hebrew titles added.



CHAPTER II

THE CANON OF THE OLD TESTAMENT TO THE TIMES OF
THE MACCABEES.

§ 1. Difference between Inspiration and Camnon.

It is necessary to distinguish between the inspiration
and the Canon of Scripture. ¢ Canon’asapplied to Serip-
ture and that first, by Christians, in the fourth century
after Christ, means a rule (Heb. %3) or standard. In
result it may and does coincide with inspiration. But
the one is a question of reputation, determined by his-
torical evidence for collective human judgment in the
past upon the inspiration of these writings; to which
standard, of course, ecclesiastical sentiment—shifting
indeed with the times—attaches itself; the other is of
positive divine authority, to which heart and con-
science under moral conviction yield their assent.
The ecclesiastical argument that our possession of the
New Testament is a debt we owe to the historical
Church, and that we must abide by traditional inter-
pretation, rests upon a confusion of these two things.
The credibility to which the Scriptures are entitled
has been put for the responsibility we are under to
listen to them; the lamp that bears the light for the
light itself; the interpreter for the Book that gives
him his employment. This argument has only to be
shaped by a Jew into a weapon against the inter-
preters of Christianity, and the fatal error it covers
must at once be felt by the most ardent opponent
within the Church of the individual application of

’
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Scripture. A missionary of the Catholic type, even of
the mild form called ‘Anglican,’ cannot in heathen
lands, as in the England of the nineteenth century,
. appeal to the general acknowledgment rendered to
the Scriptures. He can alone depend upon the innate
power of either the Old or the New Testament to con-
vict the conscience and to subdue the will of man.
Smith's While, as Mr. Robertson Smith truly says, ‘No man’s
P.9. spiritual life is so large, so perfeetly developed, . . . .
that it can be used as a measure of the fulness of the
Bible’—where the Canon comes in—nevertheless, as
Ibid. p.4 the same critic also remarks, a Christian's ‘persua-
sion’ of the truth of Scripture ‘cannot be derived

from external testimony.’

It is in taking up this subject, or what is called
¢ The Rule of Faith,’ that we enter the battle-field of
the Creeds of Christendom. What other subject can
be of such moment? Upon the decision we come to
in this matter evidently must depend our apprehen-
sion of the ‘safe way,’ where we must find, or in which
we must place, our eternal interests. Assistance in the
formation of a right judgment, as to this is offered us
by the Romanist on the one hand, and by the Ration-
alist on the other.

§ 2. Roman Catholic idea of the formation of the Bible.

Anderdon's We will turn to Catholic sources to notice a tract
the Bible? bearing the title, ¢ What is the Bible ? Is yours the right
&e. Book ? by W. H. Anderdon, Priest of the Society of
Jesus’ (1874). This is, if we mistake not, addressed
to such as ourselves. Upon the first page we read,

¢ The Catholic is the true Bible-Christian. Others
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accept parts; he accepts the whole. . . . They believe
some of the Books to be inspired : he, every one of the
Books.” Upon p. 5: ‘The Word of God, and the Word
of God only, is the religion of Catholics, and ¢ The
Bible, according to St. Paul (referring to Rom. x.
14-18, 2 Thess. ii. 14), is one of two elements that
make up the word of God. It is the only element,
according to the popular system now in England.’
Upon p. 6: ¢ What is the Bible? . . . Is the book of
Judith, Bible? Are the books of the Maccabees? . . .
or Bel and the Dragon? . . . or the last seven chap-
ters of Esther ¥’ which writings we are told on page 7
are ‘Old Testament Scriptures of the second Canon,
equal in authority with,’ such as are ¢ printed in the
English Protestant version . . . but rejected by the
compilers of the Protestant Bible, who disliked some
doctrines contained in them.’ These last words refer,
we suppose, to such passages as Eccles. iii. 30,2 Maccab.
Xiv. 43 8qq. Mr. Anderdon invites each to ask himself,
‘ How can I tell, without danger of fatal error, whickh
of the writings’ he has specified, including the Epistle
to the Hebrews, ¢is inspired, and therefore deserving
of a place in the Canon of Scripture? How am I to
accept, how am I to reject? By what rule, what test ?
Is it to be an external test, or does it depend on evi-
dence arising out of the writings themselves?” Upon
page 8 he says, ¢ Unless some infallible authority had
given us the Bible, we should never have been able to
put it together for ourselves out of these various trea-
tises.” The reader will be able to judge if this agrees
with the language of Mr. Anderdon’s superiors at the
Vatican Council, of which we shall speak more par-
ticularly afterwards.
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Upon p. g of this tract is the following statement:
‘The Bible contains no list, nor hint of a list, of
its own ingredients.” Now in reading such tracts
of Jesuits it is necessary to keep clearly in mind that
the great object they have is to establish a difference of
their own invention between the ¢ Bible’ and the ‘Word
of God.’ Not content with such difference as arises
from scriptural use of ‘Word of God® for a Divine
testimony—as regularly in the Acts of the Apostles—
they seek to blend this with Tradition or the Voice of
the Church. To show how vain is their distinction,
we need but refer to Mark vii. 13, in the Rhemes Ver-
sion (1582): ‘defeating the word of God for your own
tradition which you have given forth.” The annota-
tion upon this text by the authorities of the College
at Rhemes is a sample of the turn that is given to
such passages by ‘Catholics’ and of the instruction
this version is designed to afford : ‘Traditions of Here-
tikes . . . Howsoever they bragge of Scriptures, al
their manner of administration and ministerie is their
own tradition and invention without al Scripture and
Warrant of God’s Word’” In the annotation to the
parallel passage of Matthew, headed ¢ Commandments
of men,’ we read : ‘which at the least be frivolous,
unprofitable and impertinent to pietie or true worshipe.’
This annotation! warns its reader against the ¢ Pro-
testants’ perverse application’ of the passage. It
defends ‘fastes, festivities,” &c., as ‘made by the Holy
Ghost joyning with our pastors in the regiment of the
Jaithful?’

To Catholics we may justly say, ¢ Wel do you frus-
trate the precept of God that you may observe your

1 Much modified in the modern approved Dublin edition.
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own tradition’ (Mark vii. 9, Rhemes version). Upon
p- 10 of his tract Mr. Anderdon says, ‘ The Bible never
was intended by its divine author to be an exclusive
rule of faith. To say The Bible and the Bible only is
the religion of Protestants is an unconscious form of
declaring the religion of Protestants has not sufficient
foundation.” He goes on to use a favourite argument
(see the Rhemes note on Tit. i. 14') drawn from the
common practice of baptizing children, from the ob-
servance of the Lord’s Day in place of the Sabbath,
and the departure of Christendom from Acts xv. 19,
20, 28, 29.

As to what he says upon page 12 of this tract, we
may observe, no one questions the historical prece-
dence of an oral over a written testimony; but let us
be sure that what is offered us in this shape is a suc-
cessional legacy of ¢ faithful men’ (2 Tim. ii. 2). On
PpP- 19 8qq. of this tract are the following, perhaps
startling, assertions : ¢ To take the Bible on trust, is
to accept a tradition’; upon p. 20, ¢ You know it to be
the right book, simply by the traditions of the Cath-
olic Church which gave the book to you’; upon p. 21,
¢ Your Bible is not the whole of the right Book, because
your forefathers, by the mere rule of their private judg-
ment, or private dislikes . . . put a fraud upon you,
three hundred years ago, which you have never yet
seen through. And so they lied to the Holy Ghost,
in a matter of more importance than did Ananias and
Sapphira, and have long since accounted for their lie.
Who would not be sorry to encounter either clause of
the malediction, Apoc. xxii. 18, 19?’

"Much of what this Jesuit says we could leave to

1 This note disappears in the Dublin edition.
c
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‘Reformed’ Jews—of whom we shall have to speak—
to deal with; but we believe the reader will find in
the following pages enough wherewith to answer his
questions and statements. For the present we content
ourselves with quoting from Westcott, for whose words
at the close of his valuable treatise we may well be
thankful. He says,‘ There is not the slightest evidence
to show that the collection of the Sacred Books, as
the depositaries of doctrine, was ever the subject of a
general conference of the Churches. The Bible was
formed, even as the Church itself was formed, by the
action of that Holy Spirit which is the life of both.’

§ 3. History of the Old Testament Books previous

to the Captivity.

Let us see if Westcott’s remarks are borne out by
an investigation of the history of the Old Testament
Canon. We have first to ascertain the history of the
different series of Books that make up the collection,
and mainly from the inspired records. The archives
of the Israelites are referred to in Exod. xvii. 14, -
xxxiv. 27; Numb. xxxiii. 2; Deut. xxxi. 26 (cf. xvii. 18);
Josh. xxiv. 26; 1 Sam. x. 25; 2 Kings xxii. 8; 2 Chron.
XX. 34; XXVi. 22, &ec.; Esth.ix. 32. The following pas-
sages may be referred to for original records no longer
in existence : Numb. xxi. 14; Josh. x. 13; 1 Chron. xxix.
29; 2 Chron. ix. 29, xii. 15, xxxiii. 18, 19. They had
their use for a time: there can have been nothing in
them of enduring importance but what is enshrined in
the-historical Books of the Hebrew Canon. For the
New Testament cf. John xx. 30, 31, from which we
learn the designedly fragmentary character of the
Gospel histories.
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Isa. xxxiv. 16 is of interest. We do not see why
Westcott should say the ‘Book of the Lord’ there means Westcott,
the Law alone, as that which before the Captivity ™ *%*
was specially ‘open to all and authoritative” The
‘Book of the Law,” when that alone is meant,is spoken
of with precision: see 2 Chron. xvii. 9 cf. xxxiv. 30,
the ‘Book of the Covenant’ Westcott is- here in
company with Davidson and Smith.

Daniel ix. 2 (cf. Amos vii. 14) suffices for the belief
that the schools of the Prophets had no such
exclusive custody of prophetic documents as some
writers upon this subject suppose: we may believe
that prophetic writings equally were open to all, even
if they did not command as much reverence as the
rolls of the Pentateuch. It may be correct with some
to say that 2 Kings xxii. 8 is the only passage in which
a so-far complete collection of Scriptures is spoken of
prior to the Captivity, but not from the same passage
to infer that no such official collection of other parts
of the Old Testament had been made: Westcott seems
certainly right in believing some collections of the
words of the Prophets had been made, from the manner
in which Jeremiah appeals to the writings of his pre-
decessors. To this Oehler also had called attention.
‘The Psalms,’ as Pusey says, ‘being intended for de- Pusey,
votional use in the Temple, must have been early col- o pamer..
lected’ The Proverbs, as we learn from xxv. 1, were P- 317-
copied out by the ‘men of Hezekiah.’

§ 4. The Captivity and the succeeding period.

The judgment that fell upon the people must have
placed the sacred books in jeopardy. We cannot . Bible Edu-
however follow Plumptre when he says, ‘The great p.3is.

C2
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wrench given to the national life in the Babylonian
captivity brought with it, we may well believe, the
destruction and mutilation of the greater part of this
literature.” There is no ground for this notion. The
Jews must have carried their sacred books everywhere
with them: see Acts xv. 21. There would seem to
have been no ruthless treatment of the Israelitish
archives by Babylonian conquerors, any more than
by Assyrian. The record of the conduct of Cyrus
in the Book of Ezra indicates consideration, from
whatever motives, upon the part of Elamite monarchs—
who would be fair samples of eastern rulers—for the
religion of a subject race, similar to that which we
meet with in the Romans?. Whatever the treatment
to which at the Captivity they were subjected, it is
clear that the Hebrew Scriptures survived in a sub-
stantial condition, from the reference in Dan. ix. 2
(cf. Ezek. xx. 11, v. 6). As to the passage in Daniel,
Oehler is surely mistaken in thinking the expression
there used lacks precision. Westcott justly says,
“The title here applied to the prophetic writings—“the
books” (Dan. ix. 2)—shows that when the Book of
Daniel was written the collection was definitely
marked out and known2’ Westcott does not deter-
mine the date of the Book. Believing as we do that
it was Daniel’s own work, and that at least chaps.
i-ix preceded Ezra’s reformation, we cannot follow
the Cambridge Professor in saying, ‘The Law alone

! The conduct of Antiochus, the Syrian king, an account of which
we possess in 1 Macc. i, seems quite exceptional. Cf. Josephus, Jewish
War, vii. 5, 7; Life, 75.

? Dr. Tregelles (‘ Authenticity of Daniel,’ p. 45) seems in his expla-
nation of o™ED] to have overlooked Jer. xxix. 1, where the singular and
not the plural is used for ‘letter.’
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seems to have formed the Jewish Bible up to the
Captivity. No proof has been afforded of the common
assertion that Ezra, the great Synagogue, or elders of
the congregation?, and the last prophets, collected and
revised the Books which, when completed, made up
the Old Testament as we possess it. While it is
demonstrable that Ezra, for one, was a man singu-
larly adapted for such a work—at least so far as the
‘Law’ is concerned—can it be correct to assert as
Davidson, following his German guides, that ‘ The man Davidson,
who first gave public sanction to a portion of the m?ﬁﬁ,’}:f
national literature was Ezra, who laid the foundation P-*3-
of a Canon’? We believe that, not by any bold stroke

of one man, but by a gradual process long at work
had the foundation of the Canon been laid. That, as
this ready seribe of Rationalism says, Ezra ‘edited
the Law,” would result from vii. 6, 10, 12, and other
passages of the Book called by his name; but to
speak of ‘making the first canon or collection of
books, and giving it an authority which it had not
before,” is wide of the mark. Davidson goes on to Ibid, p. 5.
say, ‘As to Ezra’s mode of redaction, we are left for
the most part to conjecture.’ But this is indeed the
stock in trade of writers of the class to which Davidson
belongs. We firmly believe that Ezra revived the
reverence of the people for the Law, against which
they had so grievously sinned; and that to the ab-
sorption of the Jewish mind at this epoch with the
Mosaic Code is the fact due that the Samaritans, in
setting up a rival religion, contented themselves with

- acquiring a copy of the Pentateuch as their sacred

1 Reference seems made to them in Ezra x. 16, and their names we
may have in Neh. x. 327, N
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book. Westeott, on the other hand, is one of those
who regard the Samaritan Canon as a proof of the
limitation, at the time of the Exile, of the Jewish
Bible to the Law.

If there is not enough in Daniel or Ezekiel upon
which to build the assumption that the prince and
the priest were equally solicitous with ¢ the priest, the
scribe,” for the inspired records, it is matter of history
that the Babylonian schools of a later date were
amongst the chief nurseries of sacred learning. We
repeat that Dan. ix. 2 is evidence of the well-defined
character all the earlier writings had amongst the
‘children of the Captivity,” before this supposed redac-
tion by Ezra could have been accomplished.

The idea that to this faithful man was revealed
afresh all that had been written before, which he then
rewrote, seems to have come from love of the mar-
vellous, if not derived from 2 Esdras xiv. 38-48, in
reading which it is well to be cautious.

It is however highly probable that the Books re-
ceived authoritative revision from time to time and
with particular care after the Captivity, under the
superintendence, if not by the solicitude alone, of Ezra
himself, who, a scribe, was also one of the inspired
penmen, and would bestow, as we believe, special
attention upon the Pentateuch. What would otherwise
often seem to be interpolation thus obtains full justifi-
cation: cf. ‘Irrationalism of Infidelity, p. 216. That
there was ‘a gradual formation’—of the whole collec-
tion—‘fixed not by external authority, but by silent’
conviction of men of faith, seems to us the only view
worthy of acceptance.

2 Maccabees i. 13, if it is to be trusted, as most
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seem to think, throws light upon the further history
of Old Testament Scripture. It speaks of ‘the writings
and commentaries of Neemias; and how he, founding
a library, gathered together the acts of the Kings, and
the Prophets, and of David, and the Epistles of the
Kings concerning the holy gifts!.’

To the final stage in the hlstory of the Canon before
Christian times allusion is probably made in the
Prologue of Ecclesiasticus, already referred to. It
will of course remind the reader of Luke xxiv. 44.
It connects itself with Josephus’ account of the canonical
Books, which it is well to state here, although in his-
torical order it belongs to a later section: it places us
at the end of the first Christian century.

! The reader would find the Scriptural evidence for the formation
of the Canon collected in Pusey’s Sixth Lecture on Daniel, pp.
308-350.



CHAPTER III.
THE HEBREW CANON IN THE FIRST CHRISTIAN CENTURY.

§ 1. According to Josephus.

THE evidence of this writer, who was born about
37 A.D., is not at all welcome at the bar of modern
rationalism. He reckons, as we have already said (chap.
i. § 2), twenty-two Books, made up of the five Books of
the Law, thirteen Prophets, and four Poetical Books.
The Prophetical Booksin hisclassification are, according
to the received opinion—

1. Joshua. 8. Isaiah.

2. Judges and Ruth. 9. Jeremiah.

3. Books of Samuel. 10. Ezekiel.

4. Books of Kings. 11. Daniel.

5. Books of Chronicles.  12. The Minor Prophets

6. Ezra and Nehemiah. as one whole.

7. Esther. 13. Job.

The Poetical Books would be—

Psalms. Ecclesiastes.
Proverbs. Canticles.

What assistance do we get from ‘free critics, or
‘scientific’ writers—to turn to such '—in estimating this
evidence? Davidson, after indulging his rationalism
by the remark that ‘the idea of an immediate divine
authority does not appear to have dominated the mind

! Cf. chap. ii. §1.
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of the great Synagogue in the selection of books,’ is
confronted by Josephus’ explicit assurance that the Josephus,
Books of which he speaks ‘have been justly credited Apion,
as divine, in his own day no more nor less than pre- ™
viously, 7a Swkaiws Oeia memiorevpéva. This, he says,

was instilled into every Jew from his birth. Ob-
serve that he says, not dedoyuéra, but ‘credited,
‘believed.” On turning to the ‘Canon of the Bible’ Davidson,
to clear our ideas, we find the credibility of the wit-~ the: B?lt;l:f
ness impeached in the following terms: ¢ His autho- P74
rity is small, ‘he wrote for the Romans.’ We ask,
Then why did he pitch his standard so high? We are
silenced by, ‘One who believed that Esther was the
youngest book in the Canon, who looked upon Eccle-
siastes as Solomon’s and Daniel as an exile production,
cannot be a competent judge.” Well, Josephus and his
judge shall change places: we prefer to be .guided by

the ruling of this Jew. To the self-sufficiency which

sets up witnesses or dismisses them in the fashion of

this pseudo-criticism, beset with prejudice, we cannot
close our eyes, but we do turn a deaf ear. Another
Jew, who was only a great sceptic of the seventeenth
century, says, ‘The Canon was the work of the Pha-
risees’—to which sect Josephus belonged. In Spi-
noza we have a Jewish witness after this critic’s

own heart ; there is no doubting his testimony 1700
years more or less after the event! Yet Davidson
himself holds it is a mistake to attribute to the other
Jewish faction the rejection of a single Book of the
Canon we are asked to believe they had no hand in
shaping, so far as it is a question of the Canon being

then still open. This critic casts a slur upon Josephus
because his conduct was not that of a patriot. How
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then can he be looked upon as a mere spokesman of
the Pharisees? We regret that Professor Robertson
Smith (Lect. VI) should take a similar view to David-
son’s of the testimony of Josephus. He seems to have
contributed nothing fresh to the discussion.

§ 2. According to Philo.

With Josephus we obtain the testimony of a Pales-
tinian Jew, a ‘Hebrew.’ Have we a similar witness
amongst the Jews of the Dispersion, the ‘ Hellenists’?
An indirect witness, whose veracity is without re-
proach, is found in the Alexandrian Philo, of a cha-
racter, Pusey well says, the most opposite to that of
Josephus. Variety of evidence may always be appre-
ciated. Philo was already growing old when Josephus
was born. He appears to reckon exactly the same
number of Books as Josephus, and strange to say,
living always amidst Egyptian influences, he quotes
only from the Books of the Hebrew Canon, using of
course the Septuagint Version. No one is foolish
enough to suppose he was not acquainted with the
books of the Apocrypha. We may conclude that there
was no Alexandrian ‘Canon’ in the strict sense.

§ 3. The well-grounded credit attached to the
Hebrew Scriptures.

As to the authenticity of these Old Testament
writings, it will be well to quote one of many helpful
remarks of Dr. Payne Smith : ¢ The forgery of writings
did not begin until books were made marketable
commodities.” The activity of the Egyptian Jews in
the two last centuries before Christ doubtless borders
upon it.
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And next, as to the principle of selection. We must
demur to Plumptre’s statement, which seems little in
advance of Davidson’s views, that ‘what we have in ‘ Bible Edu-
fact is an anthology of the wider religious literature ;’ p g1,
if by that be meant choice extracts which Jewish
scribes first admired and then revered. Such an ex-
pression would do scant justice to the exquisite diction
of Isaiah, and on the other hand, be entirely inappro-
priate to the constrained style of Haggai. No: these
ancient Israelites and Jews had a trust which we can
thankfully acknowledge they fulfilled. Even if we Kuenen,
suppose, a8 Kuenen and Smith invite us to do, that Lectures,
some rapprochement existed between spiritual pro- Ney
phecy and the priesthood after the Exile greater than Smith,
before, the Secribes—whose interests seem to have ’
been identical with those of the Priests, as later the
Pharisees—none the less evidently had divine instinets:
‘they multiplied the copies’ of, e.g. Malachi, who, if Kuenen,
he did use different language from that of Isaiah, or P- 174
Amos, or Micah, as to sacrifice, certainly did not flatter
the priests themselves. Men recognised through spi-
ritual sentiment the voice of God in Ecclesiastes and
in Canticles amongst the rest of the sacred oracles.
It was not left to Rabbi Akiba, as Mr. Smith repre- Smith,
sents, to establish their canonicity. Later criticism popa: '
amongst the Jews has neither deprived us of such
Books as Esther, nor effectually added any, as Baruch.
But indeed, when doubts in the days of the Talmud
were mooted as to certain Books, it was only, Oehler
rightly. says, as to whether they should retain their
place in the Canon: there they were!. Spiritual men

1 Cf. Fiirst’s ‘Canon,’ pp. 57-58.
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had been able in early times to discriminate between
the wheat and the chaff (cf. Jer. xxiii. 28 with 1 Cor.
xiv. 37), and so Josephus, we have seen, could speak
of ‘the Books which have been justly credited as
divine.” We shall afterwards draw out the distinctive
features of the Hebrew canonical Books, and the
Apocrypha of the Alexandrian Bible.

Before passing on,let us take but two characteristics
of Sacred Scripture, for which the reader would search
with no result in Greek or Latin classics that have
long formed the taste of men of letters. We would
invite attention to the thoughtful remarks of the

Isaac Tay- late Isaac Taylor, who points out ‘a remarkable
lor, ‘Trafs- Jifference’ in the manner in which the sacred writers
g;‘gﬁ‘:.‘ present marvellous occurrences from that employed
fe}:i.!:lgy 59‘{1- by profane authors. He says: ‘The marvellous events
reported by the Greek and Roman authors may, with
few exceptions, be classed under two heads; namely—
allegory and poetical combinations, which were so
obviously fabulous as to ask for no credence, and to
demand no scrutiny ; or they were mere exaggerations,
distortions or misapplications of natural objects of
phenomena. But the Jewish historians and poets do
not describe as actually existing, any such allegorical
prodigies: and their descriptions of real animals are
either simply exact, or they are evidently poetical (like
those in the books of Job), but they are not fabulous.
They do not throw a supernatural colouring over
ordinary phenomena, or convert plain facts into pro-
digies. The supernatural events they record —as
mastters of history, are such deviation from the standing
order of natural causes, as leaves us no alternative
between peremptory denial of the veracity of the
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writers, or a submission to their affirmation of divine
agency.’

The Antiquities preserved in the Assyrian Gal-
leries of the British Museum! suggest the other cha-
racteristic to which we allude. Any reader of the
Hebrew prophets is struck with the extent to which
denunciation of Assyrian or Babylonian violence and .
corruption is carried by them, and some pause to ask
themselves if it is possible that, as with ‘classical’
writers, the picture drawn is an exaggeration from
national hate. As Taylor says, we have but to walk ‘ Trans-
up and down, gazing in awe upon these monstrous Ancient
sculptures ‘to know that the answer is at hand. The §°;’:‘:
Hebrew writers . . . have not calumniated those re-
morseless tyrants—even the meén of these colossal busts
and these bas-reliefs, when they recount their deeds of
blood, their spoliations and their oppressions.’

! Engravings of some in the Louvre Collection may be seen in the
useful ¢ Histoire des anciens Peuples de I'Orient,” by Ménard (1882).
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CHAPTER 1IV.
THE SAMARITAN CANON; THE ALEXANDRIAN BIBLE.

§ 1. The Samaritans.

IN the last chapter we considered the Hebrew
Canon. To speak now of the Samaritan: it was and
is confined to the Pentateuch. As the last editor of
De Wette’s ‘Introduction’ says, the Samaritans, who
took as their sacred book the ‘Law, the authority of
which had in that day been firmly established, would be
afterwards disinclined, from the hostility that existed
between them and their neighbours, to accept any
other Scriptures that acquired equal authority among
the Jews. And the same writer—who seems here to
follow Geiger—is right in thinking there is no sufficient
ground for the assertion that the Jewish sect of the
Sadducees was responsible for an attempt to confine
the Canon to the Pentateuch. Josephus, in speaking
of their tenets, does not hint at anything of the kind 2.
The Talmud says passages in the Prophets were dis-
cussed by both parties.

§ 2. The Alexandrians.

The Alexandrian collection took in more Books than
the Hebrew: this may be seen from the Septuagint
in its complete form. The accretions called ‘ external,’
‘extraneous’ in the Talmud3, are to us known by the

1 Some account of this people would be found in Josephus, (An-
tiquities, xi).

? Jewish War, ii ; Antiquities, xiii, xviii.

* Heb. Chizonim : see Fiirst, Canon des A.T., 97,150, and Buxtorf’s
Talmudic Lexicon, s. pem.
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name of Apocrypha, meaning either, books with a
hidden, mystical meaning?, or, books that are kept
back, though not lightly esteemed 2. In modern Greek,
the meanings of &wéxpvdos seem to be secret, hidden,
occult. We might perhaps compare the relation be-
tween these writings and those of our Old Testament
to that between the Patristic and the New Testament
writings. '

Some books of the Apocrypha were translated into
Greek or Latin from Hebrew or Aramaic; others were
written originally in Greek. They were never accepted
by the Palestinian Jews, though some were of Palesti-
nian origin. Josephus is & primary witness for the He-
brew (or Palestinian) Canon: we have seen the form it
takes in his hands®. It is not that the books of the
Apocrypha contain nothing worth reading. Wisdom
ii. 23 would set right the materialism of our own day;
xi. 5 of the same book in the Greek ought to put to
shame the opponents of the doctrine of endless tor-
ment, who boast of their much learning#. But the
leaders of the nation at the centre of its life had divine
instincts to which under God we owe the purity of
the Hebrew Canon.

§ 3. The difference between the Canonical Books
and the Apocrypha.

As to the broad line between the ‘Holy Scriptures’
and the writings called Apocrypha, we may be thank-

! So Coverdale, Plumptre, &c.

* Heb. Genuzim ; but the Talmudists meant by such nome of the
books by us called Apocrypha : cf. Fiirst, pp. 91-96, 148.

* Of. ohap. iil.§ 1.

4 The writer owes these references to an address by Mr. R. B. Girdle-
stone, Principal of Wyecliffe Hall,
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ful for 2 Tim. iii. 15-1%, where we get (1) salvation,
(2) instruction in righteousness, (3) perfection (see
even the Vulgate, ‘Clementis VIIL. auctoritate edita,
in loco). To speak of but one book of the Apocrypha,
that of 2 Maccabees: the Jews were restrained from
accepting a book as inspired which virtually com-
mended a man for cutting short his own life (see xiv.
43). The Douay note does its best to save the credit
of the passage. How could such a production promote
sound morals? The difference between what is divine
and what is human is within the comprehension of a
child that compares the last two verses of this book
with the last two verses of the Gospel of John.
Clearly in writings of this kind, Jews of the stamp of
the Palestinian Gamaliel, of the Alexandrian Philo,
could not think they had eternal life (Johnv.39). But
what was uppermost in the mind of an Alexandrian
Jew, ‘mighty in the Scriptures,’ after he became a
Christian? To show from ‘the Scriptures’ that Jesus
was Christ(Acts xviii). There was that running through
the inspired writings which the others left aside: they
testified in one way or another of Jesus. It matters
not whether we examine Genesis or Joshua, the Song
of Solomon, Esther or Daniel: all alike direct our
hearts to Him (Luke xxiv. 27); they looked on to the
fulness of time, when God should send forth His Son,
made of a woman, made under the Law, to redeem
them that were under the Law, when Jesus should
come to save His people from their sins. But for the
mass such Scriptures as Isa.v. 20, lix. 9, had no voice:
compare John i. 5, 1.

Next we may say, as a characteristic of ‘Holy Serip-
tures,” that they afford us certainty: Luke i. 4. No
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conflict with history is discoverable in any of them,
while all the historical Books of the Canon leave every
parallel record of the past far behind in every respect.
Apparent discrepancies only trouble superficial or
rationalistic readers; but the careful and devout stu-
dent of Scripture is not disconcerted if he find a king
of Judah like Jehoshaphat spoken of as such in one
chapter, and as ‘King of Israel’ in another chapter of
the same Book (2 Chron.): he is sensible of a divine
motive for the difference.

On the other hand, the most flagrant errors are
discernible in the Apocrypha. Take only Baruch i. 2,
compared with Jer. xliii. 6, 7. Of Tobit we may say
that it carries its own condemnation upon almost
every page.

How soon the Church belied the possession of the
mind of Christ may be seen from the ancient MSS. of
the LXX—which are of Christian origin—the Sinaitic,
Vatican, and Alexandrian. While they assure us by:
their contents of Holy Scripture, these documents
afford evidence of the early ecclesiastical use of the
Apocrypha, which can only have helped on the de-
parture from the truth as it is in Jesus. We shall
return to this subject in subsequent chapters.




CHAPTER V.
EVIDENCE OF THE NEW TESTAMENT.

WE have next to place ourselves in New Testament
days. It becomes us to be careful, to take off the
shoes from our feet on the holiest of ground. How
fresh the atmosphere here breathed; how bright the
light; how happy those who live in it, and here find
at the same time their joy and their security! May
they that know its sweetness as well as its power,
that know whom they have believed, the Christ of
the New Covenant (Luke xxii. 20, 1 Cor. xi. 25—Revd.
Vers.) turn to account each word and thought. If the
Scriptures of old testify of Him, how must not these
be full of what He is! May they shed light for the
reader upon that which before was at the best dim;
may they impart a vigour to his faith in the oracles
inherited from Israel. Let us not forget that salvation
is of the Jews. ‘If the casting away of them be the
reconciling of the world, what shall the receiving of
them be but life from the dead ?’ ‘And if some of the
branches be broken off, and thou, being a wild olive-
tree, wert grafted in among them, and with them par-
take of the root and fatness of the olive-tree, boast not
against the branches. But if thou boast, thou bearest
not the root, but the root thee.’ ‘They also, if they
abide not still in unbelief, shall be grafted in; for God
is able to graft them in again.’

What is the testimony?® of the New Testament to

1 If any reader of this need to be convinced of the * Historic Evidence
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those Books that the Jews have held so dear, have
kept inviolate amid all their ‘blindness’ to God’s
ways, to the revelation of Himself at Bethlehem, in
the Temple, at the Cross? ‘The Law was given by
Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ.
It is meet that those who engage in the critical study
of His Word should be sensible of this grace, to be
humble, and to learn this truth, it may be in the Old
Testament, that we may rid ourselves of bondage to
human sentiment. Where the Spirit of the Lord is,
there is liberty; not that of which, to his shame, the
sceptic boasts, the freedom that either knows no re-
straint in its self-destructive course, or, if it does, finds
no just excuse for its capricious treatment of the
“Word of God. Should any reader have been capti-
vated by the influence such breadth of imagination can
exercise over the deceitful heart of man, he might learn
& lesson from the history of a man to whose lucid writ-
ings concerned with verbal criticism the writer would
gladly acknowledge his obligations; one who began
his career as a Biblical scholar by a self-confidence
which attacked the Law of Moses, and ended it by
trusting alone in the Saviour’s grace; one of whom it
has been said, every year he lived brought with it
growth of conscience, and led him somewhat nearer
to Christ: we mean Wilhelm Martin Leberecht de
Wettel. May the reader indeed be able to begin where
the German Professor had to end!

of the Authorship and Transmission of the Books of the New Testament,
itself, let him study the little work of Dr. Tregelles with this title.

! The writer relies on the statement of Dr. Tregelles (* Authenticity
of Daniel,” p. 63), who knew De Wette well. But an interesting pro-
gress of divine truth in the mind of this German critic is discernible in
the successive editions he put forth of his ‘ Einleitungen.’

D 2
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Let us pass through this part of our survey of the
subject mindful of the incapacity indeed of our minds
for the deep things of God, whose Spirit searches all.
We may ponder the words of Augustine cited in the
Preface to our English Bible: ‘It is better to make
doubt of those things that are secret, than to strive
about those things that are uncertain.’ The writer of
the Preface goes on to say, ‘ As it is a fault of incredu-
lity to doubt of those things that are evident, so to
determine of such things as the Spirit of God hath left
questionable can be no less than presumption.’ Much
is there in Biblical criticism especially which helps us
to realise that the natural man receiveth not the things
of the Spirit of God, for they are foolishness unto him;
neither can he know them, because they are spiritually
discerned. But he that is spiritual judgeth all things.
If we have received, not the spirit of the world, but the
spirit which is of God, we are in a position to know
the things that are freely given to us of God.

There is indeed little necessary to say about New
Testament authority. The Greek Scriptures them-
selves together are a ‘Gnomon,” & guide to which we
shall take heed if in search of positive instruction, of
the Truth. Cf. Tregelles’ ‘Authenticity of Daniel,
P- 78, note.

The New Testament by its citations from the Old
affords evidence of the highest kind for most of the
Books of the Old Covenant ; that is, we meet with a
consistent recognition of the Palestinian Canon. Every
reader must verify this for himself!. The late Lord

1 As this little Book is merely auxiliary, it is needless for the writer
here to collect the many-sided evidence of the Evangelists and Apostles
for the Old Testament Scriptures.
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Hatherley wrote, ¢ The whole soul of every writer of william
the New Testament is, in fact, imbued with the Old, FiSrericy.
and may be said in very truth to have assimilated _Continuity
the Old Testament as a part of itself” The Canonical ture,’ Pref.
Books of the Jews to which no reference is made &:m).
in the New Testament, are none the less verified as

Holy Scripture alike by the Hebrew collection and by

the Septuagint. We reserve such remarks as it may

be well to make upon New Testament citation, con-

cerned with the settling of the Text, for a subsequent

part of our subject, but may here commend to the
reader’s attention the following passages of the

New Testament of which the original source is
doubtful — Luke xi. 49, 51; John vii. 38; Eph. v.

14; James iv. 5. We take the following from Lord
Hatherley’s little work, upon the testimony borne Ibid. p. x1.
by Christ in His quotations from the Old Test-

ament to the truth of its records: ‘Never did it occur

to any of those who were with Him from the begin-

ning of His teaching, nor afterwards to him who was

chosen from amongst the pupils of Gamaliel to be
Christ’s chosen witness to the Gentiles, that all these

varied testimonies’—to the collection of which the

book from which we quote is devoted—*of word and

deed on the part of our Lord to the inspired trith and

the prophetic power of the Scripture, means no more

than would a citation by St. Paul to Titus of one of

the Cretan poets.” ¢Assuredly the two Testaments

must stand or fall together; assuredly if the Old
Scriptures be devoid in any part of truth, our Lord’s
testimony to them must (shocking as it is to say so)

be untruthful ; and if so, then indeed the moral world

is again a chaos, and the Christian’s hope a dream.’
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There seems no real ground for believing that any
of the Apocrypha are quoted or used in the New Tes-
tament. The reader may consult Gough’s ‘ New Testa-

pp-276-284. ment Quotations collated with the Scriptures of the

Old Testament. Expressions common to both may
indeed occur ; but that is only something which is
illustrated by the history of all literature. Jude 14,
15, to which Davidson refers, treating it as a quota-
tion from the book spoken of by Tertullian, seems to
be analogous to 2 Tim. iii. 8, which appears really to
be an inspired confirmation of what is found in a
Targum, one of the Jewish paraphrases of which some-
thing will be said at a later stage. Another possible
explanation is that the passage in Jude rests upon
the same footing as Acts xx. 25, that is to say, was
part of the revelation the Apostle had. Jude does
not say ‘as it is written,” or use any expression to
signify he referred to a document, the early exist-
ence of which we do not however deny.




CHAPTER VI

THE PATRISTIC AND MEDIEVAL CANON,

§ 1. The Fathers to the time of Jerome.

WE have now to watch the Jewish writings as they
circulated amongst early Christians, in particular
the so-called Fathers. Of the first Christians the Old
Testament was of course the one written guide, until
the New Testament Scriptures were disseminated and
gained acceptance. As most could use the Old Test-
ament only in Greek, they were accustomed to the
books comprised in the Septuagint. Hence some of
the ‘ Fathers’ often cite the Apocrypha as though ca-
nonical. De Wette gives references to Irenseus, second
century; Clement of Alexandria and Tertullian, both
of whom lived into the third century ; Cyprian, third
century. '

Origen, also of the third century, though ac-
quainted with the Hebrew Canon, did not depart
from the Alexandrian Bible. He refers to the books
of the Maccabees as possessed of ¢ scriptural authority,’
quotes Wisdom and Tobit, calls Ecclesiasticus ‘the
Divine Word,” and so on.

The Churches of Syria were blessed with legit-
imate Scripture; for the Peshito Version in its original
form —that is, the first Syriac Bible—followed the
Hebrew Canon.

With the Synod of Laodicea (363), we meet with a
better appreciation on the part of Greek-speaking
Christians of the difference between the two classes
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of Books. Amongst the proceedings of this Synod is
a specification of the ¢ Canonical Books of the New and
of the Old: Covenant.” This extends to all the Books
that compose our present Bible, with slight difference
of names, but takes in Baruch (Greek), which no Pro-
testants accept, notwithstanding that Coverdale in-
cluded this book in the first edition of his English
Bible. If Oehler be right, Baruch was omitted in the
old Latin translation of the Laodicean Canon. West-
cott, however, supports the view of some German
critics, that the list of Books given was a later addition.
Although this assembly seems to have been composed
of Arians, its decree was ratified by a council held at
Constantinople in 692. Athanasius, who was living
at the time of the Synod, held similar language ; Cyril
of Jerusalem, his contemporary, in offering advice to
catechumens (cf. Greek of Luke i. 4), recommended
the reading of Canonical Books alone. The language
employed by Cyril is most precise.

Although the whole of the Canonical Books were by
most Fasterns undisputed, doubts were felt by some
as to the Book of Esther, because of the hesitation of
isolated Jews, as Rabbi Samuel in the second century,
in allowing it a place in the Canon. But indeed, as
a recent writer of a school-book says of the New
Testament, ¢ The very fact that some of the Books were
at first regarded with doubt in the early Church, only
shows what great care and.caution were exercised in
the matter of admitting books into the Canon ’—which
of course is as true of Jews as of Christians, perhaps
more 80, in respect of the Old Testament—* and thus
affords an additional guarantee of the genuineness of
the Canon as we now receive it.’ '
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Thirty years later the Council of Carthage did a
similar good work for Western Christendom ; but we
do not find the practice of Latin Christians as good as
their theory. Hilary in France and Ruffinus in Italy?
set a good example, marred by the inconsistency of
the former, but it was not followed. Hilary is only
another example of the weakness of early Christian
leaders, for while in his Prologue to the Book of
Psalms he gives a list of inspired Books based upon
the Hebrew Canon, he elsewhere treats some parts
of the Apocrypha as Scripture. That he was not at
all clear upon the point is shown by his supposing
that Tobit and Judith made up the number twenty-
four which some followed; whereas the difference of
two Books was in fact made up by Ruth and Lamen-
tations being taken separately.

At this time we meet with the expression ‘ecclesi-
astical books.’ It was applied to those books which,
though regarded as not inspired, were considered
‘worthy of perusal: they did in fact contribute to the
Church lectionaries. The ancient MSS. of the LXX,
as we have said, are evidence of the practice? To this
class appear to have been consigned the books of the
LXX called in the Talmud ‘ extraneous 3.’

By ‘apocryphal,’ as far back as we have betn able
to trace the word, and down to the fourth century,
were meant such books as had grown up since the
Alexandrian Bible was completed. The reader may
consult Sophocles’ Lexicon of Roman and Byzantine.
Greek, under dndxpvgpos, where references are given to
Irenseus, Clement of Alexandria, and Origen. We shall

! Cf. Westcott, ‘ Bible in the Church,’ pp. 78 sqq.
* Cf. chap.iv. § 3. ? Ibid. 2.
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have to return to the discussion of its meaning when
speaking of Jerome.

In the Western Church the older Greek books con-
tinued to hold their ground as though canonical. At
the provincial Council of Hippo (393) amongst Canon-
ical Books were reckoned ‘five Books of Solomon,
Tobit, Judith, two Books of the Maccabees!.’ Augus-
tine, who lived into the fifth century, seems never to
have freed himself from the hold these writings had
upon men’s minds. This eminent theologian made a dis-
tinction between the ‘divine ’and ‘ canonical’ writings?:
By ‘divine, Augustine meant the larger collection of
books.

§ 2. Hieronymus, or Jerome.

Jerome, however, who died in 420, helped somewhat
to clear away the confusion. He was raised up to do
for Biblical criticism what Athanasius did for doc-
trine. Jerome called these °ecclesiastical’ books
¢ Apocrypha,’ by which name they are known amongst
Protestants. It is important, as a matter of historical
criticism, to notice the passage in which he uses the
word with, we think, great perspicuity, because Plamp-
tre, in & Commentary on the Old Testament, says that
Luther ‘for the first time affixed’ to the so-called
ecclesiastical books ‘the title of Apocrypha.’ But the
account given by this same scholar, usually a careful
guide, in the ‘Bible Educator,” was the exact truth.
Jerome, in his Prologue to 2 Kings, after enumerating,

-according to the then still current Jewish computation,

the twenty-two Books of the Hebrew Text, says,

1 We shall see that a Roman Cardinal of the highest eminence, and
at & critical period, condemned the act of this Synod.
* See note in Westcott, ¢ Bible in the Church,’ p. 173.
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¢Quicquid extra hos est, inter Apocrypha ponendum’—
Whatever there is beyond these must be placed amongst
the Apocrypha. De Wette (whom Davidson follows) De Wette,
supposes a misuse by Jerome of this word: the Ger- dongrode-
man critic, apparently thinking that dmdxpudos had gehrader.
been applied only to what was spurious. Sophocles’
Lexicon s. v. will show that Epiphanius—by whom the
one contemporaneous with Jerome must be meant—
uses amdkpupos of these books added in the Alexan-
drian Bible. Cyril of Jerusalem clearly uses the word
of the books we call Apocrypha, for he says, ‘ Read
the divine writings, read nothing rév dwoxpi¢pwr’—of
the Apocrypha—and proceeds to give a list of the feal
ypagal, divine writings, from which our Apocrypha are
excluded. We have but to consult his exact words
to see he speaks the language of authority, and does
not give a mere opinion: he is & mouthpiece of ‘the
Churchl’ Moreover, these same books that Jerome
calls ‘Apocrypha’ Ruffinus, who was another of his Ruffinus, in
contemporaries, speaks of as ‘ecclesiastical’ in the Dot e
sense in which Jerome himself speaks of them in his g}’;"?;f‘"
Preface to the Books of Solomon. Liddell and Scott’s
explanation of dwdkpvpos will thus find illustration.
They say: ‘sometimes spurious, forged; sometimes
merely unrecognised, uncanonical.” Compare the note
in Westcott's ¢ Bible in the Church,’ p. 46. The reader
who uses his work should notice that at pp. 146, 158,
175, this able writer fails to observe the rule he had
formed in distinguishing between ‘Apocrypha’ and
‘apocryphal books.’

That Jerome himself elsewhere uses the word in

! The passage from Cyril is given in De Wette's Introduction, 8th
edition, p. 55. .
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the sense of unauthenticated or spurious, is nothing
against the view we have taken, as Davidson thinks:
it is rather proof of Jerome’s having known what he
was about. But this learned ‘Father’ fares little
better at the hands of Davidson than the Jewish his-
torian to whom reference has been made. In his work
of undoing medizeval corruption, to which Jerome’s
conservative treatment of the Latin Bible lent support,
Luther did but act according to the better judgment
of Rome’s best scholar, who had not sufficient boldness
himself to follow it. Noldeke says truly of this Father,
‘With all his gifts and knowledge, he was not a man
of character.’

§ 3. The Middle Ages.

The lax principles of Augustine continued through
the Middle Ages to go side by side with the more
rigid doctrine of Jerome. Westcott says, ‘The later
Greek Fathers universally exclude the Apocrypha
from their lists of the books of the Bible and still
constantly use them with respect in their own writ-
ings.’




CHAPTER VIIL

THE CANON OF THE MODERN CHURCH.

§ 1. The Protestant Canon.

LuTHER, thanks be to God, followed by the rest of
the Reformers, reverted to the Hebrew Canon, de-
tached the writings added to the Alexandrian and
Latin versions from the Hebrew Books, and applied
to the former the general name of Apocrypha, which,
as already explained, was derived from Jerome. But
the Lutheran bodies, following the example of the
great Reformer, who set a high value upon some of
the Apocrypha, have not been so rigorous in their
rejection of these books as have been the ‘ Reformed’
communions. No ‘Puritans’ have gone further than
the Presbyterians in their condemnation of the Apo-
crypha. In the ‘ Westminster Confession’ we read as «west- .
follows: The Apocrypha ‘are of no authority in the E‘;‘;};‘;‘;‘m
Church of God, nor to be any otherwise approved or art. 1zx.
made use of than other human writings.” Dr. Payne
Smith’s words bring out the essential weakness of the . pipie Edu-
Apocrypha : ‘All in them which is distinctive is at ;‘f‘;’;]‘i i,
variance with Holy Scripture, and diverges into ideas
and doctrines irreconcileable with the past and barren
for the future’ With this compare the remarks of 1saac Tay-
Taylor in his Work on Ancient Books: ‘Bad imita- L‘:{ss.;m‘s
tions of the style of the Scriptures —some of the Old pp. 186 sq.
Testament, have been attempted . ..and are such as

afford the most striking illustration that can be
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imagined of the difference in simplicity, dignity and -
consistency, which one should expect to find, severally,
in the genuine and the spurious.’ ‘

But the use such books serve may not be so ap-
parent. Taylor says: ¢The preservation of these latter
worthless productions to modern times, is an extra-
ordinary fact, and it affords proof of a state of things,
the knowledge of which is important in questions of
literary antiquity —namely, that there were many
copyists who wrote and went on writing mechani-
cally whatever came in their way, without exercising
any discrimination. Now there is more satisfaction
in knowing that ancient books have come down
through a blind and unthinking medium of this sort,
than there would be in believing that we possess only
such things as the copyists, in the exercise of an as-
sumed censorship, deemed worthy to be handed down
to posterity.’

Professor Robertson Smith rates the Apocrypha at
their true value, which he says is ‘simply that of
documents for the history of the connection of the
Old and New Testament’ This scholar aptly refers
to Zech. xiii for a prediction of the near approach of
a time ‘when prophecy should have ceased’ (cf. Jose-
phus), and to the last verse of Malachi as affording no
expectation of a ‘succession of prophets such as is
foretold in Deuteronomy.’

Anglicans generally have followed rather in the
wake of Lutherans in respect of the Apocrypha. But
in England, from the days of Tyndale, there has been
a clear apprehension of the true difference between
the two sets of Books. What Westcott says of the
German Bible does not, happily, apply to our own.
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‘The Lutheran Church has no recognised definition of
canonicity, and no express list of the Sacred Books.
Usage alone has determined finally the subordinate
position of the Apocrypha to the Old Testament.’

It may be well, however, to give the Title in the
Lutheran Bible of these bobks: ¢ Apocrypha, that is,
books which are not held of .equal value with Holy
Scripture, and nevertheless are useful and should be
read.” Associated with lingering attachment to these
books has sometimes been, as with Luther, a perhaps
natural tendency to make light of inspired Scripture.
It is a sad reflection that Rationalism has been fostered
in the schools of the Reformation. ¢Corruptio optimi
pessima.’ But the free examination to which the
Hebrew Books have been subjected by German crities,
from Semler to Wellhausen, has only assisted believers
in cleaving fast to what in every particular has so
well stood the test,that they can with the more in-
telligence be assured of the inspiration of Esther,
Canticles and Daniel, as of that of Genesis, Joshua, or
Isaiah. They read the ‘Evangelical Prophet’ as one
undivided Book, and they value Scripture all the same,
whether written by prophet, priest, or king.

§ 2. The Tridentine, or modern Roman Catholic Canon.

Until the Church of Rome went so far as dogma-
tically to raise the Apocrypha to the same level as
the Books of the Hebrew Canon, it would seem that
Jerome’s views retained some hold upon the more
enlightened theologians of that communion. Westcott Westcott,
cites Cardinal Cajetan, Luther's opponent at Augs- P **
burgin 1518, whoin his¢ Commentary on allthe Authentic
Historical Books of the Old Testament’ (1532), inscribed
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to Clement VII,says, ‘The language of Councils and
Doctors must alike be revised by the judgment of
Jerome.’ But with ripening opposition to the Reform
movement, the Council of Trent (1546) canonized all
the contents of the Vulgate as now issued, including
that is, the Apocrypha, with the exception of 3 and 4
Esdras (as they are usually called), and the Prayer of
Manasses .

Although there are not wanting Romanist writers
who distinguish between the  First’ and the ¢ Second’
Canon, the Vatican Council of 1870 has confirmed the
decree of 1546. Those that boast of having an his-
torical Christianity, even they have to put themselves
right with history! The inconsistencies of Rome are
as extraordinary as her alleged miracles. At the:
outset of these ‘dogmas’ of the last Council, we meet.
with the astounding words, ‘ Pius episcopus servus ser-
vorum Dei,’ of which the author of a recent Commentary
on Matthew’s Gospel of the Anglican School well says :
‘The most outrageous violations of Church rule begin.
with the confession of its true principle.’

The third chapter of the ¢ Schema,’ or draft decree,
discussed in the second sitting, and bearing the title
‘De divine revelationis fontibus in S. Scriptura et.
Traditione,” was adopted on the 7th April, and being*
finally put to the vote on the 12th of the same month
was, according to Dr. Manning (‘True Story of the
Vatican Council,’ p. 95), carried by a large majority.
The following are the material words of the decree in
its definition of the Canon, as given by Friedrich:
‘Iterum declaramus et definimus eosdem libros omnes

1 A concise account of the discussions will be found in the pages of
‘Westcott (355-257).
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cum omnibus suis partibus quemadmodum in decreto
cecumenici concilii Tridentini continetur pro sacris
et canonicis suscipiendos esse.’ Then follow these
words: ‘Sacri autem et canonici credendi sunt non
quod humana tantum ope scripti auctoritate tamen
Eecclesie tn canonem 8. 8. Scripturarum relatt sint . . .
sed eo quod Spiritu sancto inspirante conscripti fuerunt,
ideoque sunt Scripturse divinitus inspirate que habent
Auctorem Deum,’ the sense of which has been aptly :
given by Dr. Littledale as follows: ‘The Holy Scrip- Littledale,
tures of the Old and New Testament’—to speak alone Reasons
of them— are held as sacred and canonical, not because j i the
they have been approved by the Church’s authority, but Some:
because having been written by the inspiration of the p- 13-
Holy Ghost, they have God for their author, and have
been delivered as such to the Church itself!” This
Council seeks almost to excel that of Trent in its
desire to break from the past; for in chapter 2,
Wisdom (xiii. 1-9) is appealed to in condemnation
of Rationalism before the writings of any Prophet
or Apostle. We may sorrow for Dr. Manning’s con- Manning,
gratulation of his Church. ‘If the Vatican Couneil story of the
had met and parted without any act beyond this one Zanoay .
decree, it would have applied a direct and searching p- 13s-
remedy to the intellectual aberrations of the nineteenth
century.’

As far as we can ascertain, the new party called
¢0ld Catholics,’ still adhere to the Tridentine Canon
of Scripture.

§ 3. The Canon of the Greek Church.

The Greek Church seems still to follow the lax prac-
tice of the Greek Fathers. What Dr. Harold Browne
E
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says, in a well-known work, of the ancient Churches
of the East, ‘who with us reject the Apocrypha, is
likely to mislead.- Since a synod held at Bethlehem
in 1672, the Greek Church has consistently kept up
the incorporation in the Bible of the Apocrypha: cf.
Winer, Symbolik, i. The authorised edition of the
Russian Bible contains these books, even 3 and 4
Esdras; and yet it is not correct to say, with De Wette,
that the Greek Church (as a whole) has canonized the
Apocrypha, for the Russian Longer Catechism does -
not recommend the reading of the old ecclesiastical
books until it has distinguished clearly between them
and the Hebrew Scriptures. Then it says of the former,
‘They have been appointed of the Fathers to be read
by proselytes who are preparing for admission into
the Church.” The Catechism grounds this statement
upon Athanasius, Ep. xxxix. It will be remembered
that Cyril of Jerusalem gave happier advice to such
so-called proselytes. Westcott says of the unsettled
state of the Canon amongst even orthodox Orientals :
‘In no one of the Eastern Churches was there any
fixed judgment or consistent tradition as to its
contents.’




CHAPTER VIIL

THE BRITISH AND FOREIGN BIBLE SOCIETY ; THE STUDY OF-
THE APOCRYPHA ; RATIONALISM AND ROMANISM.

§ 1. The Bible Society.

SoME account of the means that have been employed
by our Protestant countrymen -of diffusing the Serip-
. tures may be of interest. We shall confine ourselves
to one great organisation, which lies near to the heart
of every enlightened British Christian,—the British
and Foreign Bible Society. It was founded in 1804,
to provide English Bibles and Testaments in the
Authorised Version, ¢ without note or comment,’ for
circulation in the British dominions, and Bibles in
other languages as opportunity should present itself!.
Through this strictly Protestant Society, the Bible has
been carried to every quarter of the globe. It has been
translated into 240 languages and dialects. To Turkey
alone, the land of so many religions, the Bible is sent
in thirty languages. Daily, 5000 copies are despatched
in all directions from the Bible House. The English
edition can be purchased for the sum of sixpence 2.

An interesting account of the circulation of the Bible ?ipott 2f
in some Roman Catholic countries where Romanist Society for
translations drive all others out of the 